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The engineering project and the concept of “cura”

Cura prima finxit: in care this entity has the source of its Being. (Heidegger)

Introduction
Engineers work on projects and Michael was struggling with a project in production management. This project related to further development of the manufacturing system of The Company. This was a rather intriguing task because Michael and his colleagues had previously successfully completed the PRO1 project. The PRO1 project focused on the manufacturing process itself, but the next project, PRO2, was much larger as it concerned the entire supply chain that The Company was part of. So, projects were nothing new to Michael; he knew how to work on a project, and he knew how to be successful with projects. The PRO2 project, however, represented a different challenge to previous projects because Michael now had the primary responsibility to both lead it and enact it. This was very much about motivating his colleagues; and Michael had suddenly stumbled onto one of the most basic problems in production management: Motivation. The problem of motivation is as old as production management itself – and probably as old as work itself as the first hunter gatherers set out to bring down a mammoth, or to gather the fruits from a piece of land. Michael knew well that if he and his colleagues were not sufficiently motivated that the PRO2 project, or any other project for that matter, would not stand any chance of being successful.    
Some say that we are well on our way to a project society (Fogh Jensen, 2009; Bauman, 2000). In such a society all work is organised in projects and/or in self-governing teams due to the increasing complexity of economic, social and technological life. The era where work was organised in factories and offices managed by purely reductionist individual discipline and motivation are over, according to this perspective. According to Fogh Jensen (2009) and Bauman (2000) we have left this older age of disciplinary power and entered the age of the project society. This is a way of organising where our working days are organised in projects which we manage, and take responsibility for, ourselves. It follows that this demands a different kind of discipline, and a different form of motivation that comes, somehow, from within as distinct from being externally imposed from without. Such discipline is not imposed upon us from outside, by foremen or disciplinary and directive management. We are expected to be enthusiastic, eager to take on, progress, and complete such projects. Drawing on the classic theories of motivation, we could say that we are moving rapidly from forms of extrinsic motivation to forms of intrinsic motivation, or even to forms of selves-actualization within our projects (Mayo, 1939; Herzberg, 1959; McGregor, 1960; Maslow, 1968). This is positive, as we are now somewhat more free to do things that we like, even in our working lives; many of us are fortunate enough to work because we like and  are interested in what we do, and not because we are forced to do. However, all is not unproblematic. While the age of discipline and de-skilled individualised piece-work viewed problems in terms of boredom and/or cumulative stress disorder because of the hard and often repetitive manual work on the factory conveyor belts, we now see people turned into workaholics suffering from a more mental and psychological form of stress as the negative side of intensive and complex project work becomes apparent. 
While the problem in factory work largely focused on extrinsic motivation, the problem now seems to be something else. In projects, people are motivated in a different way – more intrinsic, following the classic theories, and they seem to be able to conduct their own projects successfully, and with greater autonomy. From the perspective of the classic theories of motivation this should be viewed as positive and, perhaps, one of the ultimate goals of management – making people work because they like it, because they find it interesting and perhaps intrinsically fulfilling. This is, however, again somewhat too simplistic; Bauman (2000) reminds us that this is a potential problem often resulting in the addiction of workaholism, or illness caused by work stress.
Michael, based on his own expertise and previous experience, knew that in order to manage a successful project it would take a lot of effort. He knew that he and his colleagues would have to be motivated; and he knew what it would take to turn the PRO2 project into a success. Michael is an engineer and projects are nothing new; through relating Michael’s story here, I want to analyse what it is like for engineers to be successful with projects. That is, what actions or tasks do they take on as project managers, and more centrally, what kind of motivation is involved? Michael was enthusiastic about his projects and there is little doubt that such enthusiasm is necessary; but how do we conceptualise this important aspect of the PRO2 project, or any project? If we are moving away from the earlier disciplinary form of individual management to projects, then motivation would also appear to have to change accordingly. Moreover, if the classic “intrinsic motivation” appears to be turning certain people into stressed out workaholics, then the task of the project manager and the production engineer would have to change as well. We need something more than the distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation that classic theory provides; it is this ‘something more’ that is the focus of this article. 
When Michael, in his story, addressed the problem of motivation he drew largely on the use of metaphors. He wanted to make his colleagues “buy-in” to the project and he wanted them to “engage” themselves in the project. From the outset here, the purpose in drawing on Michael’s story is to somehow conceptualise the phenomenon which the metaphors are pointing at; the idea that in order to understand a project we need more than simply skilled people, an appropriate took-kit, and requisite resources. If classic motivation theory is unable to offer a vocabulary sufficiently rich enough to conceptualise this phenomenon, then we need something else, we need something more. 
In the remainder of this article I first describe Michael’s project, the PRO2 project. Project management and education/training in project management were also part of Michaels background, but it seems that the traditional project management literature has very little to offer when it comes to aiding Michael in his quest; this is shown in the next section. When Michael talks about PRO2, he uses a lot of metaphors, and these are analysed in the following section. Michael’s regular use of metaphors is plausibly taken here as an indication that he does not have any explicit conceptualisation for the phenomenon that seems to be so important to him. To this end, following Martin Heidegger, I propose the concept “cura” or care, as an umbrella concept that could replace these metaphors. Finally, I argue that if we use the concept of “cura” or care about projects, it should be possible to go beyond the inadequate limits of the classic extrinsic/intrinsic distinction, and replace the metaphors and establish a vocabulary that can more adequately address Michael’s challenges in the PRO2 project.



Background - The PRO2 Project
PRO1 was a production process optimisation project. Lean methodology, streamlining, waste reduction, and so on; in this sense it can be viewed as a sign of the times as it is part of what has been called a post-fordist fashion within production management (Jaffee, 2008). While the taylorist and fordist modes of production were designed to turn the workers into mere appendages to the machinery, the post-fordist modes, like the so-called Toyota model, are designed to make the workers take back responsibility for the production process. While the PRO1 project concerned the production process itself, the PRO2 project takes this much further and is aimed at the entire supply chain. It was soon realised that optimising the factory was far from sufficient; it needed to be supplemented by optimising the entire supply chain as well.  PRO2 consists of several sub projects concerning IT, division of work between departments, documentation, knowledge sharing between departments, and continuous improvement; all classics within post-fordist production management when trying to optimise both the production and the supply chains. 
Within PRO2, Project-5 is concerned with material flow and Michael was the project manager of this sub-project. The basic idea behind Project-5, as this project on material flow was called, was to “to create an internal supply chain from storage to production” that is in accordance with the gains achieved in PRO1 and, overall, is able to reduce the volume of materials and the time from arrival of material until they are used in production”. Some of the means to achieve this include the new IT-systems and kanban and SMED and other such techniques or “tools”, as Michael calls them. The other sub-projects within PRO2 had equally ambitious problem statements; some of them were successful - and some were not.
The idea behind Project-5 was to optimise stocks, from raw materials storage, to production and further to finished goods storage, but also to optimise incoming material flow from suppliers. One can quickly discern that this is really two different projects, but bundled and managed under a single heading with Michael as the project manager. The idea behind the project is described in a so-called project charter: “The vision is to create a stable and scalable material flow from supplier to finished goods stock with a focus on increased flexibility in the supply chain, and increase in delivery performance from production to be able to reduce the finished goods stock”. A very general vision indeed, and possibly as old as production management itself, but here seen as a necessity as market demand is thought to be directed towards increased flexibility and readiness to change. There were other reasons though, as the change dynamic towards globalisation, and restructuring of the factories, were the underlying themes of the project. This, of course, meant that there was more than optimisation at stake; the change in the production process itself that started with the PRO1 projects was also a key element in this. 
Project-5 was further divided into several subprojects; first the division between the internal material flow and the material inflow, and later into other subprojects. The first sub-project, for example, – internal material flow – divided into six different tasks which, in combination, should attain the goals of the overall project. Such tasks could be to analyse the current state of affairs, find the best practice, and develop a unified policy for materials flow across the entire company; or, introduce the kanban method on as many items as possible.
The vision, and the list of sub-projects and tasks, was supplemented with a list of deliverables; a steering committee was set up, and local project groups were formed. These groups consisted of people from the local factory, such as the local factory manager, warehouse managers, and some of the workers handling the daily routines in the warehouse. These key people were called “Implementation Responsibles” and they were to act as contact persons and the local representatives for the project. Further, the project charter included a plan for implementation, a time schedule, a resource plan, a financial plan, and so on. Some of these, such as the financial plan and the resource plan, were not in place when the project was launched but had to be negotiated later.
Overall, the Materials Flow Project-5 was reasonably straightforward – it was a classic optimisation exercise and such exercises are very well known to any production engineer, and a lot of the actions that had to be taken were basic textbook stuff. However, this does not mean that it was an easy task. There were several subjects that had to be negotiated, and there were several people who had to be involved before the project could get started - let alone be completed successfully.
Michael was quite confident; it was a good project, somewhat larger than other projects he had been involved in, but still a project that he deemed manageable. “It is my job to make this happen” said Michael; “My role is to coordinate all actions in the project”; “It is my job to take part in the project in the factories and coordinate the actions out there”. “This could be, for example, that I have now participated in a kaizen project in the factory concerning the warehouse and there will be a lot like it, I mean kaizen projects, and also how to calculate the kanbans and how we make sure that there is … standard-work on the stock work or the quality work, to make sure it’s according to the PRO2 principles. I take part in this and make sure to guide this in the right direction”. Q: “How do you do that?”. “I will call them, and get the Implementation Responsible, and I will tell him; “… you know, I got these tasks and I will try to make them buy-in to it and accept the assignment and make some agreement on deadlines, and we balance our expectations and so on”.

Project Management – The Basics
Project management is part of the curriculum in many engineering education/training programmes. A standard course in project management would most often present what is known as a rational approach (Winter et. al. 2006). This approach is concerned with planning, setting goals, finding resources, finding manpower or personnel, and so on. This was also what Michael meant when he was talking about the start-up phase of PRO2: “We had just taken part in the project manager education/training offered to us and my colleague and I thought, this is the way to do it [i.e. projects]. We made goal hierarchies, stakeholder analyses, communication plans, risk analyses, and the whole gamut”. 
The library is replete with books on project management and most of them present a rational planning approach, where project management is reduced to a technical planning exercise, much the same as the exercise Michael carried out at the beginning of the PRO2 projects. This is based on the ideas and principles of the early industrial management vocabulary; some is very good as it provides advice on how to plan, structure and budget a project; and some of it provides some very good examples and case studies of good and bad project management. However, it still rests on a rational paradigm of goal setting, planning, implementation, control, and evaluation. The real problem is the naïve nature of such discourse; the naïve realist epistemology, the neglect of the political power struggles, the inability to conceptualise important aspects of the project, most notably the project itself, and the phenomenon Michael’s metaphors are pointing at, related to concerns for the project. Davidson Frame (2003) is a good example of such rational discourse in this field; this book is very good, make no mistake - there are far worse out there. It provides clever advice on how to understand the role of projects in present day organisations, on how to plan, schedule, budget, set goals, control, and evaluate projects. It even points to the problem we are dealing with here: “If you ask seasoned project professionals to describe their most fundamental objective in carrying out a project, you are likely to hear the following response: ‘To get the job done!’ … This is the project professional’s credo” (Davidson Frame 2003, p. 6). This is absolutely correct - Michael could only confirm this. The problem is, however, that the question to which Davidson Frame is so rightly pointing is hardly addressed in the remaining parts of the book. “If given a few moments to reflect further on their efforts, they will probably respond: “My most basic objective is to get the job done - on time, within budget, and according to specifications”. Instead of addressing the “get the job done” we are presented with techniques of scheduling, budgeting and specifying (Part 3 of the book). This is, of course, all-important, but possibly not sufficient for a successful project; the point I emphasise here is that Davidson Frame misses the opportunity to address the important issue of “getting the job done” or driving projects, getting them going forward, keeping them on course, and so on to successful completion. Similar to other project management frameworks based on the rational paradigm, Davidson Frame reduces project management to a mere technical exercise. Even if he does, time and time again, address the important problem, the remedies he suggests reamain purely instrumental. Or, as Michael put it: “We were very good at this [using the tools from the rational framework, learned on the project management course] in the beginning, but we did not follow it, it … sort of petered out …”. Something is missing!
The rational paradigm, and its inherent problematics, have not been without its critics (see e.g. Cicmil & Hodgson 2008; Winter et. al. 2006). One notable critique is found in Winter et. al. (2006) who argue that the problem with the rational model is, first and foremost, that it treats project management as if it were rational, universal and deterministic; a kind of one-size-fits-all project management, neglecting the fact that projects are replete with uncertainty, ambiguity and doubt, and that projects are  much more complex phenomena than anticipated in such rational models. As an alternative, Winter et. al. (2006) propose that the perspective on project management must change from the rational paradigm to a much more complex and dynamic perspective. This means that the linear conception should be replaced by a more complex and multi-faceted understanding; the instrumental models should be replaced by conceptions emphasising the social interactions among people; the narrow single discipline approach should be replaced by a broader multidisciplinary approach; and, the focus on achieving a single goal or product should be replaced by the broader and more encompassing idea of value creation.

“Getting the job done”
Yes, that is right, the change from project to projection, from noun to verb, from thing to action is absolutely necessary for any substantive understanding of the project phenomenon. Most important, and often ignored in purely instrumental rational models, are the social processes involved, the social interactions among people, the people who dynamically create, and do, such projects. 
Noting this critique, however right or correct it may be, the question of “getting the job done” is addressed but still not in a way that makes it possible for us to conceptualise the commitment to the project. Others, as noted above, have tried to use the concept motivation. By using this important concept from the vocabulary of the early industrial age and translating it to modern projects, it may be argued that it is the same problem that we are addressing (Dwivedula & Bredillet 2010). We just need to find a means of motivating people and these means are the same whether we are concerned with boredom at the industrial conveyor belt or the challenges inherent in modern projects. As noted in the introduction, this is doubtful. If we have left the age of largely extrinsic discipline and entered the age of the project as described by Bauman (2000), then we cannot rely on the same conceptualisations of motivation as in previous times. Yes, it is still about motivating people in both cases, but the differences are becoming increasingly obvious; extrinsic motivation linked to incentives such as “if you work harder, we will pay you more”, is not the case in the PRO2 project, which is more of an intrinsic nature. The project is interesting, it is challenging, and despite the hard work it is often fun to do; at first glance, there is every reason to be motivated to work on this project. But, as Bauman reminds us, intrinsic motivation has its negative sides. We, therefore, need to go beyond the limits of the intrinsic/extrinsic distinction in classic motivation theory so as to conceptualise motivation in modern project management in another more encompassing way.
 An example from Frederick W. Taylor’s own writings (Taylor 1911/1998 pp. 18) may be illustrative here, and is included to set the context for the discussion which follows. Taylor describes how he was able to make one of the workmen at Bethlehem Steelworks work much harder by using his more ‘scientific’ methods. Usually the men at the steelworks could load twelve and a half tons of pig-iron a day. But Taylor boasted that he was able to make Mr. Smith – a Dutch emigrant – load up to forty seven and a half tons of pig iron a day! By carefully studying the men at the steelworks, Mr Smith was explicitly selected by Taylor for his proven ability to work hard. He was also known to be somewhat “tight” and a man who carefully saved his dollars and cents. This prudent saving allowed him to buy a small plot of land and to start building his own house. Taylor now offered him one dollar eighty-five cents a day if he was able to load the forty seven and a half tons. This was, according to Taylor, a success. This man was trained, his tools was made to specially suit the task, and so on; Smith could deliver and for his hard work he received sixty cents more every day than his fellow workmen, which may be viewed as a form of extrinsic motivation. After this success, more men were trained in the same manner and productivity rose for the benefit of the factory and its owners; and these men earned more than they would normally have done - everybody should be happy, or so the story goes. This story has been questioned on several occasions (Braverman 1974 pp. 104); it is deemed to be impossible for anyone to load so much and Taylor may have overestimated his own role in this. But if we think of this story as a case vignette on motivation, and the commitment to projects, there is a lot to potentially learn from this story. It is obvious that Mr Smith was ‘extrinsically’ motivated by the increased payment. He was “tight” and liked to save his money. Whether he did care for his work, or was committed to what he was doing, is of little if any concern. If he was able to load over forty seven tons, he might just as well hate the job, and no one would really care. Taylor and the Bethlehem Steel Company had only bought Mr Smith’s labour, the motivation was extrinsic – more pay. Taylor, and his followers, even emphasised that the worker should not think, or even understand what he was doing; the knowledge of the production process should be at the manager’s discretion alone – managers think and workers do, in simple terms. It might even be seen as an advantage if Mr Smith were stupid, as he would not ask questions, and he would not be able to do anything but load iron (Braverman 1974).  
But Mr Smith was clearly not stupid; he could not be if he was smart enough to save money, buy land, and start building his own house himself. His perceived ‘tightness’ with money must have had a higher purpose. When working on his house he would have to know something about the entire production process, or learn certain aspects, he would have to perform several tasks, he would have to take on a complex project. He would have to plan, resource, execute etc. and he would definitely have to think carefully about, and have to care for, the project of building his own house. We see clearly that there are two kinds of motivation here; the taylorist extrinsic motivation of payment incentives linked to disciplinary management and the kind of intrinsic motivation Mr Smith exhuded when building his own house. We also note two very different ways of organising work – deskilled unthinking individual tasks and the thinking project complexity of building a house. Returning to the PRO2 project and to Michael’s Project-5, it is quite clear that Michael is looking for the latter kind of motivation. Payment incentives, discipline, and unthinking workers are of little use to Michael. His projects would never stand a chance of success if saddled with the taylorist procedures and unthinking workers of the discipline society. Michael needs people who are able to work in a similar manner to Mr Smith when thinking and working on his own house. We are now well beyond Taylor’s fight against “soldiering”. Notwithstanding its usefulness, intrinsic motivation is insufficient to encompass all that is contained in Michael’s metaphors. Michael cannot simply replace “buying-in” with “intrinsic” – it is doubtful if anyone would accept this term as part of the shop floor vocabulary. Moreover, I argue that intrinsic motivation is too individualistic, too narrowly focused, and too concerned with deterministic approaches to expropriating value from individual labour, and is incapable of incorporating the complex social relations within modern projects. In what follows, I argue that the concept of “cura” is far better suited to addressing the complexities of the project society, where social relations create value. First, we explore Michael’s metaphors in a little more detail.   

Metaphors
Michael is ambitious; he wants to be successful in his project work on PRO2 and Project-5. When asked, he says that he is dedicated to his projects; he notes that if he were not dedicated, and if the projects were not interesting, then it would be very difficult to get the job done. Projects need project managers, or as one manager noted in his liner notes on his power point presentation: “There is a task in-hand in ensuring that project managers actually work as managers, and operate the projects … postmen and coordinators are of no use in this context”. From this we see that interest, dedication and commitment are a vital part of the project and of project management itself. Strange, though, that it is so difficult to talk about this dedication, this interest, and this commitment. When talking about the projects we time and time again hear something like the following; the project needs to “move forward”, “get going”; managers need to “drive” the project forward, they have to have some kind of “ownership” of the project, they have to be enthusiastic about the project, and they have to be motivated and to motivate their people. As Michael said “you know, I got these tasks and I will try to make them buy-in to it”. Therefore, managers, not coordinators are needed. This is important, but the problem is - how do we conceptualise what the metaphors are trying to describe? It seems that the metaphors are pointing to something very important; the energy necessary for attaining the goals of the project, the motivation, hard work and perseverance necessary for achieving whatever the project is designed to achieve.
It is hard to conceptualise this elusive phenomenon, and we cannot reduce it to motivation, even if motivation is a vital, and constituent, part of it. Instead, we must rest our description on metaphors. Sometimes we talk about “ownership”, that is if we own a project we will also cherish it and work hard on it, and make sure it is successful. The ownership metaphor is borrowed from the market and so goes with other metaphors we use, such as engagement (family), drive forward, keep on course, move, get on board (transport), enthusiasm (faith), interest (market), and the one Michael regularly uses when he talks about his colleagues and his ability to make them “buy-in” to the project (also market). These metaphors are all attempts to say something about the project and they almost always miss the elusive point that they are aiming at. The market metaphor “ownership” rests on the prejudice that one only cherishes what one owns; but that is obviously not the case. Transport metaphors describe the process from planning to achievement - “driving forward”, “moving”, “get going”, - all trying to describe the fact that projects are dynamic processes situated in real-time and aimed at a future end-goal to be somehow achieved. Again, this only goes to show our inability to talk about processes, and our lack of suitable concepts. The metaphors with a religious, spiritual or family tone are not very precise either. When we talk about enthusiasm, engagement, commitment we borrow something emotional and we convey this to the project context. We are then somehow emotionally attached to the project and, supposedly, will do a much better job. 
Michael’s favourite metaphors when talking about his projects are “buying-in” and “moving people”. The first metaphor, the “buying in”, is really about motivation, how to motivate the people in the factories and get them to actively participate in and engage with Project-5. “In this case I am a salesman. A lot of meetings and sales-work, a lot of internal sales-work, making sure everything drives in the same direction”. But this is obviously not the kind of extrinsic motivation achieved by payment incentives. Michael says: “The PRO projects were about lifting the company, how could we do things better? Not only the production side, but on documentation, on quality, simply change the mind-set. Basically, it was eh, eh, it was very much eh, eh a cultural thing - we had to change some of the culture. We also had to change the production but it was very much about moving people mentally. So, in that respect it was … a very soft project you might call it. Because it was very much about moving people, you know, in their heads. And working with teams and eh making sure that … that people understood what this was all about. Making sure that they could see themselves in this situation, “what, why should we do this? What does this mean to me in my everyday work?” Q: Why was it a soft project? “Well, often … when you are an engineer, then you … often you buy a machine (system), you install it and you make it run, this is about eh, making people mentally … to be ready for our journey, ehm, so it was a bit different, it was not as concrete (a project) as we engineers normally like to work on. This here, now eh, now eh, we change this and then we optimise five per cent of machine capacity … this was not at all about that - well it was - but to a much larger degree it was about moving people”. 
This “moving people” was done through meetings, workshops, training courses, but also through the appointment of the “project responsibles”. These project responsibles were selected among the men on the shop floor, as this would free the factory middle management and the factory CEOs from yet another task. This worked fine. The men on the shop floor liked being challenged by the new responsibilities and they knew the machinery, and overall they had first-hand knowledge of the factory and they proved to be more than capable of taking on the job. There was a problem, however, with the middle management. In the beginning they thought that they could make the projects go away if they simply ignored them. “It was a question of getting them involved in the projects” Q: “How did you do that? “It was a matter of involvement. Grab them and tell them “Okay, if eh, if eh, if you don´t want the results we get out of this, if you say no to getting this, what shall we do then to make you accept it?” That is, to bring them into the project – to get them to buy-in. The problem was that they did not have the time for the project – they were fire fighting and they had more than fifty men to look after (on the shop floor), and at the same time they were expected to be part of the project. So we initiated weekly review meetings, steering meetings, where they were … what kind of progress do we have, what kind of decisions do we need to take. So, they were part of the decisions it was not like - here is a machine, drive it - but they actually were able to influence what the machine should look like. It was all about, ehm, we did it in order to anchor it here (in the factory) – therefore, we asked for two men from each line, that we then eh converted, made them eh one hundred per cent attached to the project. Two men (from the shop floor) should design the line and this also meant that they knew more about the line than, eh than eh, the managers did. So, when the line was started and there was no manager around, they just … it was just natural that they made the decisions. Thereby the other men on the line regarded them as kind of middle managers. And that was, that, eh, the middle managers were not aware of this and if they didn’t get into this - they ran the risk of getting sidelined in some way”.  I return to these aspects of the story below.                        

The concept of Cura - Care, Solicitude, Concern
Michael wanted to involve people in the project on materials flow – Project-5 - in order to “get the job done”. “Project management is very much about … coordination and delegation of work and … following up”, says Michael. Michael “took in” the people; he did not just give them a machine but made them help in constructing it. In doing so, and in his story about the project, he time and time again rests his story on metaphors to describe this involvement. This, again relates to motivation, yet goes beyond intrinsic motivation, as we noted above. The project responsibles should take charge, be responsible, feel part of, etc. the project. But still we do not have words that describe this “taking charge”. Another word often heard is commitment; we are committed to the project; the project is a promise and a process, which we care for and want to see being successful; in addition, we are willing to work on it and to use our energy and resources on it. In the following. I analyse and explore the concept of commitment with a point of departure in the myth of Cura (Heidegger 1995 art. 42). The story goes something like this:
“Cura cum fluvium transiret,  … Cura sat at the river, and she created a figure from the mud on the riverbank. She then asked Jupiter to give her creation a spirit. Jupiter agreed to give it a spirit, but only if the creation was given his name. Cura did not like that; she wanted the creation to have her name. Then Earth enters the stage; because the mud came from her the creation should have her name. They could not agree. Therefore they asked Saturn (time) to act as arbiter. Saturn decided that Jupiter should have the spirit back when the creation dies and Earth should have the body back. But Cura should own the creation while it lives, because she had made the creation. But since it came from the earth it should be called Homo (Humus)” (Heidegger 1995 p. 237).  
Human beings are far more than body and soul, more than just someone who knows about the world –human life is also “cura”. It is an attitude towards the world that is beyond theory and knowledge, because before we know, we care.  Cura or care (in German “sorge”) is a basic condition of life and can be understood in several ways in relation to the life we live. We care for our loved ones, and to a lesser degree we care for a lot of other things in the world. If we translate the concept of care into Danish it can take on several meanings. To care for someone, or to take care of someone who needs help, is called “omsorg”. Omsorg means solicitude and is one of our ways of relating to others. We care for other people and this type of care is solicitude and denotes the concern for someone or something that is helpless and needs our attention. In this respect, care as solicitude concerns our relations to other people. But to care, in Danish, can also be “optagethed”, which means “to be concerned with” or troubled with or worried about. Translated back to English “optagethed” would be to “be busy with” or to “be occupied with”. Here we are dealing with our relation to things in the world. Michael was busy with, occupied with, conducting the project.  Finally, “to care” could, in Danish, be “bekymring” which means to worry about something, but “bekymring” has a very dark or negative tone to it. To be “bekymret” means that we fear that something unpleasant might happen in the future. The English form of care which is equivalent to bekymring is more neutral, but is still “the worry arising out of apprehension of the future” (Inwood, 1999, pp. 35), a type of existential insecurity felt in the present as one projects towards the future. This concerns our own inner life and our relation to the future, as in “I am worried that this or that will happen”. Other than these interpretations of care, care could also mean to see to, attend to, provide etc. From this we see that to care is essential and unavoidable to humans living in the world. As Hiedegger put it: “Cura prima finxit – in care this entity has the source of its Being.” If we did not care we would not be able to do very much. The three interpretations of cura, care, solicitude and concern are very much interrelated and solicitude and concern could be said to be constitutive of care as we care for someone or something. With this we see that the metaphors noted above, all try in various ways to describe the problems of cura, of care, concern, and solicitude; it follows that these might enlighten and form useful additions to the project vocabulary – and this is the essence of the argument that I present in this article. 
This now begs the question: in which way is cura or care different from motivation? It is obvious that care is different from the extrinsic motivation of the discipline society. There is, however, some resemblance to intrinsic motivation, even if cura shows us that to care is a much older conceptualisation than that which is included in the intrinsic/extrinsic distinction of classic motivation theory. Both intrinsic motivation and cura are related to working out of an inner urge – a source of one’s aliveness. A key difference is that intrinsic motivation is personal and individualistic, and cura is larger, more comprehensive and includes other people including the abstraction of the project which is deemed to be real; in this sense of cura, people care for the abstract idea of the project and bring it to life (this is another metaphor), so that it becomes “successful”, so that it may achieve its goals. This is the difference between being motivated and caring for something. To put it more bluntly; intrinsic motivation is being one’s own slave driver in the project society, while to care for something is to want to be successful together with others. 

Cura and the Engineering Project
If we say that we do not care about that project, and if no one cared about the project, it is entirely foreseeable that the project, any project, will fail. Just like Homo in the tale of Cura the project would not be alive without care; with care, following Heidegger, the project has a source of its becoming. Someone has to care for the project and Michael’s work on Project-5, the materials flow project, is an example of this. When Michael talks about his project he is very straightforward about its technical details: “I have recently participated in a kaizen project about finished goods supermarkets … that was about how to calculate the kanbans, how to do standard work on the stock function …” But as soon as he talks about the projects and cooperation with his colleagues he uses metaphors. Drive, move people mentally, we sold it the right way, drive in the same direction, anchor the project, make them buy-in to the task, I own the task, they joined the journey, and so on. In his story of the materials flow project he time and time again returns to the problems of care, solicitude and concern. When he talked about appointing the implementation responsibles: “We need to find someone who is able to do this or that and who is respected among his colleagues in the group, eh, and when they, when they were asked: “who would you appoint?” then it would be a good idea that it was him. Because he, he would have a respected authority in the group ehm, personal authority, or … In that way he can contribute to eh, is a, who forms the opinions because it is … it is good to have them with us (in the project). It almost does not matter whether they are opponents, adversaries, or on your team, if you do not get them in from the beginning then you run the risk that things will run off the track”. In the language of cura we could translate this simply into Michael’s desire to make people care for the project. If they do not care, it follows that the project and the project manager are both in trouble – to use vernacular slang – they would be dead in the water.
This may also be formulated negatively. We mentioned above the problem with the middle managers who thought that if they ignored the projects, that the projects would disappear by themselves, which they did not. “The middle managers were not aware of this from the beginning, they risked that if they did not get into this (the projects), then they would be sidelined in some way”. To ignore is to choose not to care; for Michael this would cause real problems. There could, however, have been very good reasons for this as the middle managers were very busy with everyday practices, they had their hands full with coordinating daily working life in the factories, and Michael’s projects were initially viewed as some kind of disturbances in the busy factory; therefore, they chose not to care.   
It seemed that the implementation responsibles were eager to participate in the project, to care. Was Michael’s idea of appointing implementation responsibles then a universal solution to the problem of care? Definitely not. When asked about the faith of his model in the foreign factories Michael said “It did not work, it did not work at all! You see, there is, there is eh, we may have had delega.. eh, I impressed on them that we could have some people available for the project, because we had an idea that we could do things in the same way all over, with the same type of organisation etc. ehm, but out there ehm, the people could easily be allocated to the project, but when they started working on the project they [the project responsibles] said “now, listen, this is not blue-collar work, if I am going to do this I want white-collar status, I want another contract”. They would do some of the reviews, but if they should take part in designing the lines and do some of the analytical work ehm, then they would not stay on as blue-collar workers, they wanted a white-collar contract. Because of this, and several other reasons, the material used for educating the staff was different. “Because they needed to know something different, and they asked for something else, and in China, again, it was also different. So, there were other organisations, other ways of organising the project”.
What does this mean then for the project, for project management, and for present day production management? Firstly, we could return to the problems of the project society mentioned in the introduction. Bauman (2000) argues that we live in the age of the project society. Well he may be right if we restricted the project society to a western middleclass phenomenon in developed economies, and he is right in the sense that the most educated members of that class work in projects. He is also right that working in projects exposes modern people to other problems than life at the conveyor belt in the factories of the industrial age. The project is interesting, sometimes even exiting, and because of its complexity and comprehensive character it has to involve some kind of “cura” in order to be brought alive and become successful. If this is the case, and there are many examples in Michael’s story that point in such a direction, it might be easier to see why stress, and not fatigue, is often a recurring problem. In the project society, the project managers and the employees participating in the project are asked to care about the project, just like when Mr Smith built his own house and the implementation responsibles designed the new production lines. According to Bauman (2000) this is a question of modernisation. While the taylorist system was a thing of the past, a cornerstone of the disciplinary society, this has changed in the project society with its liquid modernity, its complexity, its existential insecurity, and the challenges are very different. Now we are no longer employed for a lifetime in the same organisation, but more and more of us will have to live from project to project. As the labour market is no longer loyal to us we are expected to be loyal to the temporal project. This could be seen as a kind of emancipation – the ultimate modern goal – but could also be the reason for existential insecurity where one is only as good as one’s last project.  Where will the next project, and the next pay cheque, come from? Finally, success and failure in the project society, in this constant string of projects, is individualised. That is, “We are all expected to find individual solutions to systemic contradictions” (Bauman 2000, citing Ulrich Beck). A rather gloomy picture, this modernisation, this form of emancipation, has turned out be less than a blessing. The individualised project worker is not only living in an insecure environment constantly looking for the next project; he/she is also expected to be loyal to the – temporary – project, to care for the project, and to work hard to make the project a success. Because if the project is a success the project worker is deemed a success. If the project fails the project worker is deemed a failure. This explains the stress, as such freedom may actually foster insecurity and the feelings of inferiority and fear that leads to stress.
Is this then the reason for Michael to work so hard on making his colleagues care about the projects? Is it because of the state of modernity and the project society? Not really. It is true that many people these days work on projects and live from project to project in a very insecure state of employment – the project ends, the employment ends. Journalists, university researchers, consultants, and all sorts of information analysts work on temporary contracts and are constantly looking for the next project, which, unquestionably, can be very stressful. But this is not the case for Michael and his colleagues. They are all on permanent contracts and the projects are part of their ordinary day jobs. So, this is not where the demand for cura is found. This, however, does not mean that Bauman or Beck are wrong. It is true that Michael and his colleagues work on projects and the phenomenon can be seen as a shift from discipline towards care for these projects. It is, paradoxically, that this shift is so obvious in the realm of production management. This, if anything, is the core of the discipline society - when Taylor wrote “All possible brain work should be removed from the shop and centred in the planning or laying-out department…” (Taylor 1911 p. 22), he wanted to take away the knowledge about the production process from the shop floor. Michael’s post-fordist projects are seeking to do the exact opposite; to give as much autonomy as possible to the project responsibles and to let them manage the processes, the procedures, the design, and the operations themselves using their own knowledge to create value. This is the real irony here; situating knowledge back into the factory floor, making the blue-collar people on the shop floor responsible for the design, implementation, and operation of the production lines, the direct opposite of Taylor’s intentions. Michael needed, really needed, the project responsibles to care for Project-5. They were the ones that should put life into the project, and not just act upon predefined rules and managerial orders. This looks much more like a (pre-modern) craftsman’s ethos; being fully aware and knowledgeable of the production process, being able to monitor the process, and being proud of this ability and the products it is able to produce. This might be described as follows: “the emotional rewards craftsmanship holds out for attaining skill are twofold: people are anchored in tangible reality, and they can take pride in their work” (Sennett, 2008 p 32). This also looks more like what Piore and Sable (1984) called flexible specialisation – a production system where highly specialised workers are able to conduct their own work and produce sophisticated products. This system of production definitely needs cura; when Taylor took away the knowledge of the production process he also took away cura and replaced it with (extrinsic) motivation. This is exactly what Michael wants to bring back in; with cura it also becomes possible to put values into the project – it can allow those taking part in the project see what is right and wrong, and these values are part of the project, not just something imposed upon people, but something they really believe in and, as Sennett put it, take pride in.
With this we have two possible interpretations of the cura phenomenon in the project. One pointing to the future, suggesting that we face a completely new phenomenon, where our working lives not only demand our body and what it can do, but also our mind, and emotional engagement. We need to bring cura into modern projects and thereby we run a risk of failure that is different from previous work-life situations. The other interpretation holds that cura has always been an essential part of our working lives and only temporarily put on hold in the perverse production system throughout the taylorist industrial era. Cura is and ought to be part of any human activity, only thereby we can secure the meaningfulness of our activities, no matter whether we call them work or something else. 

Conclusions
Michael was trying to convince his colleagues to care; to care for the projects. He knew that it would not be possible to be successful if project participants were motivated solely through external incentives. They needed to care, and do it because it’s the way to do it and not because of some promise of more pay or motivation. Michael used metaphors to express this necessity for care; these helped express this need for cura, but from a project management point of view, his metaphors are sometimes rather imprecise and often misleading. Here I have proposed the concept of cura or care as a more encompassing alternative.
Motivation, whether intrinsic or extrinsic, has always been part of production management, and it still is; but we need a bit more than this classic distinction can provide. By introducing cura (care) I think that I have achieved, at least, two things. I found a suitable concept for the phenomenon that Michael’s metaphors tried to cover and I think I found a suitable concept to replace the individualistic “motivation” of traditional motivation theory. Bauman (2000) argues that, in the age of the project, intrinsic motivation becomes dangerous because of the stress it causes. In Michael’s case, the cura aspect of the project, as distinct from the technical, was by far its greatest challenge. Not because his colleagues did not care, but because they had other things to care about – their more mundane everyday tasks in the factory. Therefore, he had to convince them that his projects were worthwhile, that they were worth caring for, were worth bringing to life. The rational management paradigm could deliver some tools that would aid Michael in his quest; but the all-important concept “cura” is overly neglected in this paradigm. There was nothing to help Michael when he wanted to somehow enable his colleagues to care for the projects. The rational paradigm is purely instrumental; it barely considers the critical social aspects of projects, project management, or production management.
Michael’s story also points to an interesting paradox when he tries to re-introduce cura to the project. Production management has, since Taylor’s days, tried to remove knowledge and cura from the production process, and replace it with disciplinary rules and extrinsic motivation. But now it seems that (post-fordist) production management needs to bring that back in. The “implementation responsibles” are now expected to care for the project, and they are expected to conduct the project as they are the people with the greatest knowledge about the production process. This, however, was not without its problems. The middle-managers were not too pleased with this development as they perceived a threat to their managerial positions and further impositions on the usual imperative of time; and the “implementation responsibles” in the foreign factories were not too eager about the idea as with this extra perceived white-collar responsibility they wanted another contract. But the obvious benefits by far overshadowed these problems.
In Michael’s story, we are perhaps viewing a general trend where we are changing from a discipline society to a project society. Differing interpretations are possible ranging from Bauman’s somewhat negative to the more optimistic noted above. Which interpretation we prefer might be a matter of circumstances. In Michael’s case, it must be viewed as positive that the men on the shop floor took charge of the projects (cura). But it would be equally easy to find examples that confirm Bauman’s idea of the project society; the ever increasing number of people being ill, the stress and the symptoms of workaholism and existential insecurity are all too evident. The two interpretations are not necessarily conflicting, as they could supplement each other. Even if Bauman sees the demand for cura as something negative, as we become our own slave drivers and force ourselves to sweat and toil in the insecure existential hell we call the labour market, or drift into workaholism - there is, on the other hand, an imperative in mentioning that work – like doing research, teaching at a university, managing projects, or doing a responsible job on the factory floor – may also be very interesting and very rewarding. The kind of pride we feel, and the recognition we get from our fellow human beings, are essential to us and essential to what it means to be human. So, maybe Bauman was right when he saw that the labour market not only wants our body, but also our soul and this can lead to stress and all other sorts of illnesses. But even if such dangers as Bauman identifies exists, which they do, these need not always be negative: we can learn to understand and cope with such pressures, and the possibility of actually liking what we do, and caring for what we do, exists.     
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